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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Objections 

Claim 20 is objected to because of the following informalities: misspelling. Claim 
20 (p. 17, line 9) states "user-infocination extraction means." Examiner assumes that 
the proper claim language is "user-information extraction means." 

Appropriate correction is required. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1 - 2, 5 - 6, 12 - 13, 16, 20 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 

as being unpatentable over Koreeda (US Patent 5,890,137) in view of O'Leary (US 

Patent 6,609,113). 

Regarding Claim 1, Koreeda discloses an online shopping system comprising: 

■ at least one user device (workstation) which is connected onto Internet 
(computer network) and for reading a merchant site (shopping mall) on the 
Internet (computer network), (see col. 5, line 33 - col. 6, line 2); 

■ an agent device (service center) which is connected to said at least one 
user device (workstation) and the merchant site (shopping mall), relays 
and sends a purchase instruction (product data) from said at least one 
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user device (workstation) to the merchant site (shopping mall), (see col. 5, 
line 33 -col. 6, line 2); 
■ a settlement device (approval center) which is connected to the agent 
device (service center), and settles an account for a product purchased in 
accordance with the purchase instruction (product data) sent from said at 
least one user device (workstation), (see col. 5, line 33 - col. 6, line 2); 
■ said at least one user device (workstation) including: 

■ a purchase-instruction inputting means (product selection unit) 
for inputting an instruction for purchasing a product (selecting 
product) on sale in the merchant site (shopping mall), (see col. 
2, lines 44-56); 

■ a first purchase-instruction sending means for sending ID 
information of the user (personal data), as a first purchase 
instruction (first protocol), together with information regarding 
the product input (product data) by said instruction inputting 
means (product selection unit) to said agent device (service 
center), (see col. 2, lines 44 - 60); 

■ said agent device (service center) including: 

■ purchase-instruction receiving means for receiving the first 
purchase instruction sent (personal data, product data) from 
said first purchase instruction sending means, (see col. 2, 
lines 44 - 60); 
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■ second purchase-instruction sending means for sending 
(distribution unit), as a second purchase instruction, 
information regarding the product (product data) and being 
included in the first purchase-instruction received by said 
instruction receiving means (supra), and information 
regarding the user (personal data) to the merchant site (shop 
systems), (see col. 6, line 53 - col. 7, line 2); and 

■ settlement requesting means for requesting said settlement 
device (approval center) for settling an account for the 
purchased product, based on the information regarding the 
product (product data) and being included in the instruction 
received by said purchase-instruction receiving means and 
the information regarding the settlement means (credit card 
data) of the user, (see col. 6, line 53 - col. 7, line 2). 

Koreeda does not disclose an online system comprising: 
■ said agent device including: 

■ user-information storage means for storing the ID information, 
user information regarding the user, and information regarding 
settlement means held by the user, in association with each 
other: 

■ user information extraction means for searching said user- 
information storage means for user information based on the ID 
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information of the user which is included in the first puchase- 
instruction, and extracting corresponding information regarding 
the user and corresponding information regarding the settlement 
means, when said purchase-instruction receiving means 
receives the first purchase instruction: 

■ second purchase-instruction sending means for sending, as a 
second purchase instruction, information regarding the product 
and being included in the first purchase-instruction received by 
said instruction receiving means, and information regarding the 
user and being extracted by said user-information extraction 
means , to the merchant site; and 

■ settlement requesting means for requesting said settlement 
device for settling an account for the purchased product, based 
on the information regarding the product and being included in 
the instruction received by said purchase-instruction receiving 
means and the information regarding the settlement means of 
the user and being extracted by said user-information extraction 
means . 

O'Leary discloses an online shopping system comprising: 
■ said agent device (wallet) including: 

■ user-information storage (database) means for storing the ID 
information (user ID), user information regarding the user, and 
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information regarding settlement means held by the user, in 
association with each other, (see supra, col. 9, line 62 - col. 10, 
line 13 - It is inherent that an information storage means exists 
to allow the agent device (wallet) to store "form filling 
information" and "user's ID"); and 
■ user information extraction means for searching said user- 
information storage means for user information based on the ID 
information of the user (user ID) which is included in the first 
instruction, and extracting corresponding information regarding 
the user (ie. shipping address, name) and corresponding 
information regarding the settlement means (ie. credit cards), 
when said instruction receiving means (Internet transmission) 
receives the instruction, (see col. 15, line 19 - col. 16, line 55 - 
It is inherent that the system extracts user information from the 
storage means based upon the input of the ID information of 
user (user ID)). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Koreeda by incorporating a storage means for 
storing user information and settlement means information, as disclosed by O'Leary, 
and then extracting that information for use, as disclosed by O'Leary, to allow for 
minimal repeated user entry of information and automatic completion of forms. 

Regarding Claim 2, Koreeda discloses an online shopping system wherein: 
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■ said agent device (service center) further includes inquiry means for 
inquiring whether the settlement means is valid (credit authorization 
check), based on the information regarding the settlement means of the 
user (payment settlement data), (see col. 6, line 53 - col. 7, line 2); and 

■ said second purchase-instruction sending means (distribution center) 
inserting information representing that inquiring is performed (data 
approved by approval center) by said inquiry means into the second 
purchase-instruction (payment authorization), and sending the second 
purchase instruction to the merchant site (shop systems), (see col. 6, line 
53 -col. 7, line 2). 

Koreeda does not teach an online shopping system wherein: 

■ said agent device further includes inquiry means for inquiring whether the 
settlement means is valid, based on the information regarding the 
settlement means of the user which is extracted by said user-information 
extraction means. 

O'Leary discloses an online shopping system wherein: 

■ said agent device (wallet) further includes inquiry means for inquiring 
whether the settlement means is valid (sufficient balance), based on the 
information regarding the settlement means of the user (IPA account) 
which is extracted by said user-information extraction means (user 
information in database), (see col. 15, line 66 - col. 16, line 63). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Koreeda by incorporating a storage means for 
storing user information and settlement means information, as disclosed by O'Leary, 
and then extracting that information for use, as disclosed by O'Leary, to allow for 
minimal repeated user entry of information and automatic completion of forms. 

Regarding Claim 5, neither Koreeda nor O'Leary teach an online shopping 
system wherein: 

■ said agent device and said settlement device are connected with each 
other through a private line. 

Utilizing a private line or a private network for data transmission is old and well 
known in the art of computer system design. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have modified Koreeda 
and O'Leary to connect any portions of the system - the user device, the agent device 
or the settlement device - together using a private line for data transmission, to allow for 
faster and more secure data transmission between system components. 

Regarding Claim 6, further method claim would have been obvious from system 
claims rejected above, Claims 1 - 3, in combination, and is therefore rejected using the 
same art and rationale. 

Regarding Claim 12, further device claim would have been obvious from system 
claims rejected above, Claims 1 - 3, in combination, and is therefore rejected using the 
same art and rationale. 
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Regarding Claim 13, further device claim would have been obvious from system 
claims rejected above, Claims 1 - 3, in combination, and is therefore rejected using the 
same art and rationale. 

Regarding Claim 16, further method claim would have been obvious from 
system claims rejected above, Claims 1 - 3, in combination, and is therefore rejected 
using the same art and rationale. 

Regarding Claim 20, further computer readable medium claim would have been 
obvious from system claims rejected above, Claims 1-3, and is therefore rejected 
using the same art and rationale. 

Regarding Claim 23, further computer readable medium claim would have been 
obvious from system claims rejected above, Claims 1 - 3, and is therefore rejected 
using the same art and rationale. 

Claims 7, 9 - 11, 18 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Koneeda in view of Dogac (Dogac, Asuman, Ozsu, M. Tamer & 
Ulusoy, Ozgur. Current Trends in Data Management Technology. Idea Group 
Publishing. Hershey, PA. 1999. pp. 41 -42) and Davis (Davis, Steven. Pragmatics: A 
Reader. Oxford University Press. New York, New York. 1991. pp. 217-219). 

Regarding Claim 7, Koneeda discloses a user device (workstation) which is 
connected to Internet (computer network), browses a merchant site (shopping mall) on 
the Internet (computer network), and sends an instruction for purchasing a product on 
sale (product data) in the merchant site (shopping mall) said user device comprising: 
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■ purchase-instruction inputting means (product selection unit) for inputting 
a purchase instruction of a product on sale (selecting product) in the 
browsed merchant site (shopping mall), (see col. 2, lines 44 - 56); 

■ product-information downloading means for extracting (downloading) 
information regarding a product to be purchased (product data) from 
contents of the browsed merchant site (shopping mall), (see col. 6, lines 
32 - 54); and 

■ purchase-instruction sending means (transmission unit) for sending, as a 
purchase instruction, the information regarding the product (product data) 
and being downloaded by said product-information downloading means 
(downloaded) and the information regarding the settlement means, 
together with ID information of a user (personal data), to an agent device 
(service center) which is prepared separately from the merchant site 
(shopping mall) and intermediates in a purchase process between the 
merchant site (shopping mall) and said user, (see col. 6, lines 32 - col. 7, 
line 2). 

Koneeda does not teach a user device comprising: 

■ product-information extraction means for extracting information regarding 
a product to be purchased from contents of the browsed merchant site 
and information regarding specified settlement means ; and 

■ purchase-instruction sending means for sending, as a purchase 
instruction, the information regarding the product and being extracted by 
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said product-information extraction means and the information regarding 
the settlement means , together with ID information of a user, to an agent 
device which is prepared separately from the merchant site and 
intermediates in a purchase process between the merchant site and said 
user. 

Extraction of information from merchant sites is old and well known in the arts of 
information technology and e-commerce, as evidenced by Dogac which states "Shopbot 
is able to visit over a dozen of software vendors, extract information, and summarize 
results for the user." (see p. 41). It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in 
the art to have modified Koneeda to have incorporated the ability to extract information 
from merchant websites, as disclosed by Dogac, to allow for use of a third-party 
procurement and settlement system with existing merchant sites on the world-wide web. 

Specifying settlement means, such as acceptable credit cards, by a retailer or 
seller, either in an online environment or in a brick-and-mortar environment, is old and 
well known in the art of sales and retailing, as evidenced by Davis which references a 
potential patron calling a restaurant to inquire about acceptable forms of payment for a 
planned future purchase, (see The Caller's Plan, p.218). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modified Koneeda, 
Dogac and Davis to allow for the extraction of information regarding settlement means 
to allow for individual sellers to specify settlement means and receive payment in said 
specified settlement means. 
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Neither Koneeda, Dogac nor Davis teach that the gathering of "information 
regarding settlement means" is automatic. However, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have automated the 
method, since it has been held that broadly providing a mechanical or automatic means 
to replace manual activity that accomplishes the same result involves only routine skill 
in the art. In re Venner, 120 USPQ 192. 

Regarding Claim 9, Koneeda discloses a user device wherein: 

■ said purchase-instruction inputting means (product selection via download 
and transmission of selected product data to service center) is prepared 
separately from instruction means included in the contents of the browsed 
merchant site (product selection via website), (see col. 2, lines 44 - 56). 

Regarding Claim 10, Koneeda discloses a user device (workstation) wherein 
said processor executes the program stored in said memory, thereby: 

■ accessing said merchant site (shopping mall) from said communications 
device (transmission unit), and controlling said communications device to 
receive contents of said merchant site, (see col. 5, line 33 - col. 6, line 2); 

■ displaying the contents of the merchant site which are received by said 
communications device on said display device (see figure 5); 

■ permitting the user to input an instruction for purchasing a product on sale 
in the contents of the merchant site which are displayed on said display 
device (see MARK button - figure 5); 
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■ downloading information (downloading) regarding the product to be 
purchased (product data) from the contents of the merchant site (shopping 
mall) displayed on said display device, (see col. 6, lines 32 - 54); and 

■ controlling said communications device (transmission unit) to send, as a 
purchase instruction, downloaded (downloaded) information regarding the 
product (product data), together with ID information of the user (personal 
data) to an agent device (service center), which is prepared separately 
from the merchant site (shopping mall) and intermediates in a product 
purchase process between said user device (work station) and said 
merchant site (shopping mall), (see col. 6, lines 32 - col. 7, line 2). 

Koneeda does not teach a user device (workstation) wherein said processor 
executes the program stored in said memory, thereby: 

■ extracting information regarding the product to be purchased from the 
contents of the merchant site displayed on said display device and 
information regarding specified settlement means: and 

■ controlling said communications device to send, as a purchase instruction, 
extracted information regarding the product and the information regarding 
the settlement means , together with ID information of the user to an agent 
device, which is prepared separately from the merchant site and 
intermediates in a product purchase process between said user device 
and said merchant site. 
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Extraction of information from merchant sites is old and well known in the arts of 
information technology and e-commerce. As evidenced by Dogac which states 
"Shopbot is able to visit over a dozen of software vendors, extract information, and 
summarize results for the user." (see p. 41). It would have been obvious to one with 
ordinary skill in the art to have modified Koneeda to have incorporated the ability to 
extract information from merchant websites, as disclosed by Dogac, to allow for use of a 
third-party procurement and settlement system, as disclosed by Koneeda, with existing 
merchant sites on the world-wide web. 

Specifying settlement means, such as acceptable credit cards, by a retailer or 
seller, either in an online environment or in a brick-and-mortar environment, is old and 
well known in the art of sales and retailing, as evidenced by Davis which references a 
potential patron calling a restaurant to inquire about acceptable forms of payment for a 
planned future purchase, (see The Caller's Plan, p.218). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modified Koneeda, 
Dogac and Davis to allow for the extraction of information regarding settlement means 
to allow for individual sellers to specify settlement means and receive payment in said 
specified settlement means. 

Neither Koneeda, Dogac nor Davis does not teach that the gathering of 
"information regarding settlement means" is automatic. However, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have 
automated the method, since it has been held that broadly providing a mechanical or 
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automatic means to replace manual activity that accomplishes the same result involves 
only routine skill in the art. In re Venner, 120 USPQ 192. 

Regarding Claim 11, further method claim would have been obvious from 
device claim rejected above, Claim 10, and is therefore rejected using the same art and 
rationale. 

Regarding Claim 18, further computer readable medium claim would have been 
obvious from device claim rejected above, Claim 10, and is therefore rejected using the 
same art and rationale. 

Regarding Claim 22, further program data signal claim would have been 
obvious from device claim rejected above, Claim 10, and is therefore rejected using the 
same art and rationale. 

Claims 8 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Koreed, Dogac and Davis, as in Claims 7 and 18 above, in further view of Lomax 
(Lomax, Paul. Learning VBScript. O'Reilly & Associates, Inc. Sebastopol, California. 
1997. pp. 457-459). 

Regarding Claim 8, neither Koneeda, Dogac nor Davis teach a user device 
further comprising: 

■ merchant-site determination means for determining whether the merchant 
site is browsed: and 
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■ instruction-input permission means for permitting, when said merchant-site 
determination means determines that the merchant site is browsed, an 
input of an instruction from said purchase-instruction inputting means. 

User-tracking and session-tracking on merchant sites via cookies and objects are 
old and well-known in the art of computer programming and e-commerce system 
design, as evidenced by Lomax which states "For instance, some shopping cart 
software utilizes a cookie file on your hard drive to store order information as you 
browse the store. Then, when you reach the virtual check-out counter, the cookie file is 
read back into the final order page. Other shopping cart applications assign you a 
unique number as you enter the site." (see pp. 457 - 458). It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have modified 
Koreeda, Dogac and Davis by incorporating a merchant-site determination means 
(cookie or object), as disclosed by Lomax, to allow for tracking of a user's browsing of a 
merchant site, and incorporating an instruction-input permission means (cookie 
detection) for permitting, when said determination means determines the merchant site 
is browsed (cookie), an input of an instruction from said purchase-insitruction inputting 
means (submission of shopping cart), to allow for tracking of a user and linking that 
user's order with a particular merchant site. 

Regarding Claim 19, further computer readable medium claim would have been 
obvious from device claim rejected above, Claim 8, and is therefore rejected using the 
same art and rationale. 
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Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 2/28/06 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

In response to applicant's arguments concerning § 103 rejection of Claim 1, 

specifically applicant's argument that the instant application is distinguishable over prior 
art reference O' Leary, examiner respectfully disagrees. 

Applicant contends that O'Leary discloses "[a] wallet, which allegedly 
corresponds to the claimed agent device, is simply software that can be downloaded 
and installed from a website at a user terminal." (see applicant's arguments, p. 24). 
Applicant asserts that O'Leary in relating to software "is not related to an agent device." 
(see applicant's arguments, p. 24). 

First, O'Leary's software is non-functional without an accompanying device, such 
as a user terminal, upon which to operate. This is the same situation presented by the 
instant applicant, as the claimed computerized devices would be equally non-functional 
without some software providing the devices with functionality. The software component 
and the hardware component, the device, are inextricably linked, and, therefore, 
O'Leary does relate to an agent device, a user terminal. 

Second, "one cannot show non-obviousness by attacking references individually 
where, as here, the rejections are based on combinations of references. " In re Keller, 
Terry, and Davies, 208 USPQ 871, 882 (CCPA 1981). Furthermore, "[t]he test for 
obviousness is not whether the features of a secondary reference may be bodily 
incorporated into the structure of the primary reference; nor is it that the claimed 
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invention must be expressly suggested in any one or all of the references. Rather, the 
test is what the combined teachings of the references would have suggested to those of 
ordinary skill in the art." In re Keller, Terry, and Davies, 208 USPQ 871, 881 (CCPA 
1981.) 

Therefore, irregardless of the presence or absence of an agent device in the 
secondary reference, the potential lack of an agent device in O'Leary does not 
invalidate a finding of obviousness, as O'Leary should be judged upon the basis of 
"what the combined teachings of the references would have suggested to those of 
ordinary skill in the art," not whether each prior art reference consisted of a device. As 
O'Leary discloses the storage of user information, extraction of the user information and 
transmission of the user information during merchant transactions, the possible lack of 
an agent device within O'Leary is immaterial, as the teachings are key. 

In response to applicant's argument concerning the §103 rejection of Claim 
6, specifically applicant's argument that neither prior art reference disclosed or 
suggested "pre-registering ID information of the user, information regarding the user, 
and information regarding settlement means held by the user, in association with each 
other in the database of said agent device," examiner respectfully disagrees, (see 
applicant's arguments, p. 25). 

As O'Leary records information in a storage means and extracts said information 
from said storage means, the information corresponding to the user and the settlement 
means for transmission, the information must be "pre-registered" and/or initially 
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recorded in the storage means allowing for such later extraction, (see col. 9, line 49 - 
col. 16, line 45). 

Access to the stored information and extraction of the stored information is 
conditioned based upon "a certification procedure in order to identify him or herself to 
the PPP enhanced Wallet." (see col. 15, lines 33-45). Therefore, the ID information of 
the user must be "pre-registered" and/or initially recorded in the storage means allowing 
for such later certification. Additionally, the ID information of the user and the user 
information contained within the storage means must have some association with each 
other in order for the certification of ID information to allow for accessing and extraction 
of the user information within the storage means. 

In response to applicant's argument concerning the §103 rejection of 
Claims 7, 10, 11, 18 and 22, specifically applicant's argument that Davis, as "an article 
related to pragmatics and linguistics", is non-analogous art when considered in 
conjunction with Koreeda and Davis, related to technical inventions, examiner 
respectfully disagrees, (see applicant's argument, p. 25). 

It has been held that the determination that a reference is from a nonanalogous 
art is twofold. First, we decide if the reference is within the field of the inventor's 
endeavor. If it is not, we proceed to determine whether the reference is reasonably 
pertinent to the particular problem with which the inventor was involved. In re Wood and 
Eversole, 202 USPQ 171, 174 (CCPA 1979). 

In the instant case, claimed language related to determining the merchant- 
specified settlement means and Davis was brought in for the limited purpose of 
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demonstrating that determining and/or inquiring the settlement means accepted by a 
specified merchant is old and well known in the art. While Davis is a textbook related to 
linguistics, the fact that a textbook published ten years prior to the applicant's invention 
dedicated a section to contacting merchants to inquire about acceptable settlement 
means, such as accepted credit cards, should demonstrate that such inquiries and/or 
determinations are old and well known in the art. 

Furthermore, as inquiring and/or determining the merchant-specified settlement 
means is old and well known in the art, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have modified Koreeda and Dogac 
to allow for a standard practice and/or procedure in conducting merchant transactions. 

In response to applicant's argument concerning the §103 rejection of 
Claims 8, 9 and 19, specifically applicant's argument that Koreeda "does not denote 
that purchase-instruction inputting means is prepared separately from instruction means 
included in the contents of the browsed merchant site," examiner respectfully disagrees, 
(see applicant's argument, p. 25). 

Koreeda discloses that purchase-instruction inputting means (submission of 
"product data" [21] via "user system" [5] "transmission unit" [1 1] to "service center" [7] for 
processing, only after which is the "product data" [22] transmitted to the pertinent store 
[19]) which is prepared separately from instruction means included in the contents of the 
browsed merchant side ("product data download" [20] via "user system" [5] "product 
selection unit" [8] from pertinent store [19]). (see figure 1 and col. 5, line 33 - col. 13, 
line 27). As Koreeda discloses the purchase-instruction inputting means and the 
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instruction means are performed via two separate means that are not linked via the 
browsed merchant site. Instead one means downloads information to the computer and 
then, after bundling with additional information transmits it outwards, not back to the 
original merchant but to a service center for processing. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jason M. Borlinghaus whose telephone number is (571) 
272-6924. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30am-5:00pm M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Hyung Sough can be reached on (571) 272-6799. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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